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Figure 2. Comparisons of surface downwelling irradiance Ed(0), upwelling irradiance Eu(0), and surface Figure'3. Same as Figure 2 except solar zenithiangle setat40 degrees:
irradiance reflectance R(0) for Hydrolight simulations and this paper. The same absorption and

backscattering spectral inputs were used for these two models. The bottom depth was10 m, and the bottom

reflectance (f) was independent to wavelengths. The incident solar zenith angle was set to 0 degrees.
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Figure 4. Relative differences of Hydrolight simulations and Pan’s models for Figure 2. Figure 5 Relative differences of Hydrolight simulations and Pan’s models for Figure 3.




